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DEFENDANTS’ POSITION REGARDING ENTRY NO. 340 

At the status conference on July 26, 2021, the Court requested that Defendants 

Remington Arms Company, LLC and Remington Outdoor Company, Inc. (collectively, 

“Remington”) state their position as to whether Entry No. 340, Plaintiffs’ July 26, 2021 Notice of 

Claim for Adjudication relating to RFP 17, is ready for adjudication at this time, without making 

any argument.  

Remington submits that Entry No. 340 is not ready for adjudication because it is 

incomplete, premature, and fails to make clear the relief requested.  Entry No. 340 is incomplete 

in two respects: 1) it does not contain a June 5, 2016 e-mail from Plaintiffs’ counsel, attached as 

Exhibit A (Remington has highlighted the portion of that e-mail relating to RFP 17); and, 2) 

counsel’s affidavit does not mention at least one issue raised during the July 23, 2021 meet and 

confer.  Remington submits that briefing would be of assistance to the Court with respect to the 

issues.  Remington has outlined some of the most salient issues in its July 21, 2021 letter, which 

is attached to Entry No. 340 at Exhibit B, beginning at pdf page 52.  
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DEFENDANTS REMINGTON ARMS 
COMPANY LLC AND REMINGTON 
OUTDOOR COMPANY, INC. 

By:  /s/ James H. Rotondo 
Jeffrey P. Mueller 
Paul D. Williams 
James H. Rotondo  
DAY PITNEY LLP 
242 Trumbull Street  
Hartford, CT 06103 
Phone: (860) 275-0100 
Fax: (860) 275-0343 
Juris No. 14229 

James B. Vogts (pro hac vice) 
Andrew A. Lothson (pro hac vice) 
SWANSON MARTIN & BELL, LLP 
330 North Wabash, #3300 
Chicago, IL 60611 
Phone: (312) 321-9100 
Fax: (312) 321-0990 

Their Attorneys 
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CERTIFICATION OF SERVICE 

This is to certify that a copy of the foregoing has been e-mailed this day to all counsel of 
record as follows: 

Joshua D. Koskoff 
Alinor C. Sterling 
Jeffrey W. Wisner 
KOSKOFF KOSKOFF & BIEDER, P.C. 
350 Fairfield Avenue 
Bridgeport, CT 06604 
jkoskoff@koskoff.com
asterling@koskoff.com
jwisner@koskoff.com

H. Christopher Boehning (pro hac vice) 
Jacobus J. Schutte (pro hac vice) 
PAUL, WEISS, RIFKIND, WHARTON & GARRISON, LLP 
1285 Avenue of the Americas 
New York, NY 10019-6064 
cboehning@paulweiss.com
jschutte@paulweiss.com

/s/ James H. Rotondo  
James H. Rotondo 
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From: James Vogts <jvogts@smbtrials.com>

Sent: Sunday, June 5, 2016 6:27 PM

To: 'Andrew Lothson'

Subject: Fwd: Soto June 2 Meet and Confer Summary

Sent from my iPhone 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: "Alinor C. Sterling" <ASterling@koskoff.com> 
Date: June 5, 2016 at 5:06:57 PM CDT 
To: James Vogts <jvogts@smbtrials.com>, Scott Harrington <SHarrington@dmoc.com> 
Cc: "Josh D. Koskoff" <JKoskoff@koskoff.com>, Katie Mesner-Hage <KHage@koskoff.com> 
Subject: Soto June 2 Meet and Confer Summary 

Jim and Scott, 

This email summarizes our June 2 meet and confer concerning discovery issues.  

Page Limit for Reply Brief: You asked us for a position concerning your intention to file a 27-
page reply brief, and we indicated we would get back to you quickly. (I’ve given you our 
position at the end of this email.)  
(2) Depositions currently noticed for July 6 & 8: Jim is available these dates; he will check with 
deponents and let us know by June 10. 

(3) PMK planned for July 13: We will send a different designee notice and will continue to try to use 
the date. Jim will let us know his position upon receipt of the notice. 

Production Protocol addressing ESI and other production issues: We emailed our proposal earlier 
in the day. This was not in time for a substantive discussion today although there is general 
agreement that a production protocol would be useful and should be implemented. Jim will send 
his counterproposals to the Production Protocol by June 15. 
Both Remington and plaintiffs agreed that it would make sense to include in the Production 
Protocol a definition of AR-15, which will then govern all discovery requests. Plaintiffs had 
already circulated a proposed definition earlier in the day. Jim will discuss that definition with 
his client and let us know by Monday, June 6 by email whether that definition is acceptable.  

Protective Order: Jim circulated a proposed protective order. We will review the proposal and 
respond by Monday, June 6. 

When Production Starts: Production is to begin June 13. Jim raised that he does not intend to 
produce proprietary information in the absence of a protective order. We discussed but did not 
resolve that the intention to adopt a Production Protocol could also impact when production 
begins. Plaintiffs were to provide Jim with further thoughts on our position by Monday. 




